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うことになる。第 6のレベルである「二重盲検法無作為化比較試験」（DB－RCT：Double Blind 
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Summary
The purpose of this study was to reconsider the concepts of Narrative and Evidence, and con-
struct the new relationship between both these concepts.　Narrative was interpreted as story that 
was told, and on the other hand Evidence was ground that was verified.　Both concepts were 
considered to be opposed but there was continuity between them.　Similarly at the domain of 
research, dichotomy was observed between qualitative study and quantitative one.　The former 
produced Narrative and the latter did Evidence.　But by adopting the notion of time both studies 
were able to be integrated into a whole circular research system.　This idea brought a suggestion 
that Narrative and Evidence made logical typing structure together, in which both were going up 
logical type alternately and concatenated.
Key words: Narrative; Evidence; relationship; logical typing structure; qualitative and quantita-
tive studies
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